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INFORMATION

Ref: ADOPTION OF THIRD ROUND OF CONSERVATION LANDS PROGRAM

Issue:   How should the Commission program the third round of Conservation Lands projects?

Recommendation:   Staff recommends the Commission program ten Conservation Lands projects
according to option #2 explained below, with seven of the projects getting priority for immediate funding
if delivered by August 2000, and the remaining three programmed conditionally depending on the
eventual funding level available for Conservation Lands, which is to be determined in September 2000.
Additionally, staff recommends that project sponsors for four projects which would be programmed for
less funding than requested be required to return with a new full funding package to cover the the
shortfall, by the time of Commission allocation or final programming commitments in September 2000,
whichever comes sooner.

Background:   The Commission set up a third round of Conservation Lands programming for Spring 2000, for at
least $12 million and as much as $24 million.  The Commission sought two objectives:

• program projects that could be delivered by August 2000, with a guarantee of up to $12 million available,
to help ensure enough delivery to use all $33 million of old ISTEA-era TEA funds that expire on
September 30, 2000; and

• program additional projects, up to as much as $12 million more with no particular delivery target, to use
any remaining funds that have come to the state share from project failures, savings, or rural county
exchange to date.

The first $12 million would bring the Conservation Lands program to a total of $40 million, on par with the other
two parts of the state share.  TEA project delivery has been unreliable across the board, so the new Conservation
Lands projects, in combination with $31 million of old TEA projects plus projects already programmed in
Conservation Lands, Caltrans and regional shares, would provide a cushion to ensure at least $33 million of
delivery by August.  Accordingly, the Commission asked that priority be given to early delivery in programming the
third round of Conservation Lands.

The second $12 million depends on program savings from old ISTEA-era TEA projects that fail to be delivered.
The Commission will drop from the program all old projects not delivered by August 2000 and reassign the funds
to Conservation Lands.  Thus the total funding available toward the second $12 million will not be known until final
project delivery can be tallied.  At present, at least $3 million can be guaranteed.

Conservation Lands programming must be split 60% to south counties/40% to north counties.  This means
programming of at least $9.0 million (and up to $14.4 million) in the South, and at least $6.0 million (and up to
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$9.6 million) -- augmented by an additional $2 million to replace a previous Conservation Lands project from the
North that has recently failed -- in the North.

Situation:  The Resources Agency received 19 project nominations, presented to the Commission at the March
meeting (at that time not yet sorted into priority order):

South Projects North Projects All Projects
Deliverable by August 2000 6 projects - $16,000,000 5 projects -   $6,743,375 11 projects - $22,743,375
Deliverable after August 2000 5 projects - $15,200,000 3 projects - $11,675,000 8 projects – $26,875,000
Total 11 projects - $31,200,000 8 projects - $18,418,375 19 projects -

$49,618,375
Funding available up to $14,400,000 up to $11,600,000 up to $26,000,000

Thus the Commission can program only about half the projects.  The Resources Agency has ranked the projects
on two lists, south and north, in priority order;  it has also indicated which projects could be delivered by August
2000.  In the South, priorities do not match early deliverability.  In the North, the Resources Agency has
recommended fewer projects ($10.8 million) than the maximum amount that may be available ($11.6 million).

A second issue relates to partial funding of projects.  Of the eleven highest priority projects, the Resources Agency
recommends full funding at the amount requested only for six of them;  it then recommends a lower level of funding
than requested for four more, and insufficient funding remains for the last one, the one at the margin in the South.
The Commission can accept this approach so long as other funding is assured to complete the projects, but the
Commission requires that all projects to be programmed be fully funded.  As discussed below, one project has no
source of backfill currently, but the sponsor has promised to seek one.

Options:  This situation presents the Commission with two options, the first one to program the projects by
absolute priority, and the second one to program by early delivery priority reverting to absolute priority after
August 2000.  Arraying the projects recommended, the two options would look like this:

OPTION 1 OPTION 2
Project Description TEA $ Project Description TEA $

South South-Delivery by Aug. 2000
1. Baldwin Hills $6,800,000 2. Coal Canyon $3,000,000
2. Coal Canyon $3,000,000 4. Santa Ysabel East Ranch $3,000,000
3. East-West Ranch $1,000,000 5. Cambria Coast Ranch $2,500,000
4. Santa Ysabel East Ranch $3,000,000 South-Longer Delivery
5. Cambria Coast Ranch $600,000 1. Baldwin Hills $5,900,000

3. East-West Ranch $0
Total $14,400,000 Total $14,400,000

North North-Delivery by Aug. 2000
1. Purisima Farms $2,000,000 1. Purisima Farms $2,000,000
2. Caspar Headlands $1,500,000 2. Caspar Headlands $1,500,000
3. Andrew Creek/Table Mtn. $244,000 3. Andrew Creek/Table Mtn. $244,000
4. Noyo Bay South Bluff $1,500,000 4. Noyo Bay South Bluff $1,500,000
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5. Centrage Property $2,000,000 North-Longer Delivery
6. Proctor, Broadwell & Cobb $3,600,000 5. Centrage Property $2,000,000

6. Proctor, Broadwell & Cobb $3,600,000
Total $10,844,000 Total $10,844,000

Discussion:   The two options differ in several ways.  In the North, absolute priorities coincide with early
deliverability, resulting in the two options being the same.  In the South, however, option #1 and option #2 would
yield quite different programming:

• East-West Ranch in option #1 would be fully funded, but in option #2 it would fall below the line and get
no funding at all.

• Cambria Coast Ranch in option #1 would fall on the margin and could receive only $600,000 toward a
request for $2,500,000, but in option #2 it would be fully funded by reason of early delivery.

• Baldwin Hills – the highest priority overall, but not deliverable early – in option #1 would be guaranteed its
full recommended funding of $6,800,000, but in option #2 it would come fourth in line (behind three other
projects delivered early), thereby would fall on the margin and at most only $5,900,000 (87%) would
remain toward a request for $6,800,000.

• If total funding ends up somewhat less than the full $24 million programmed, the project(s) left unfunded or
partially funded would be different.  The worst case would be about $15 million total funding.  At that level,
in option #1 only the first two projects could get full funding;  in option #2, the three projects deliverable
early could get full funding if in fact delivered, but then only $1,100,000 (16%) of the $6,800,000 needed
for Baldwin Hills would remain.

• The Baldwin Hills project would block the list until September 2000 under option #1, and prevent funding
any early delivery.  Under option #1, the Commission would have to reserve $6,800,000 out of the
$7,200,000 available for early delivery in the South for the Baldwin Hills project, leaving insufficient funding
for any other project(s) that might be delivered early, whereas under option #2, other projects could be
funded as delivered through August, and in September the Commission would determine how much would
be available for the Baldwin Hills project – and it would be less than the full $6,800,000 (perhaps much
less).

Neither option is fully satisfactory.  Option #1 thwarts the objective of funding $7.2 million of early delivery in the
South in time to help forestall the potential loss of TEA funds that expire in September 2000.  Option #2 reduces
funding for the Resources Agency's highest priority project in the South -- Baldwin Hills – by at least 13%, and
puts it at risk to receive much less funding (perhaps as much as 84% less than needed) if the overall funding level
turns out to fall short of $24 million.

One good argument to favor option #1 has emerged.  Through May 2000, delivery of the remaining "old" TEA
projects has been proceeding well, and a few other regional, Caltrans and Conservation Lands projects have come
in for allocation.  The amount of delivery necessary through September 2000 to avoid loss of funds is now down to
about $10 million.  Thus, the early delivery in Conservation Lands may not be as critical as it appeared to be back
in January.

Nevertheless, the original argument to favor option #2 remains.  The Commission announced its intent to favor and
guarantee funding up to $12 million for projects that could be delivered early, by August 2000, and several
projects that can do this have been brought forward.  Commission staff currently expects that at least $8 million will
become available beyond August 2000, enough to provide substantial funding for the Baldwin Hills project
whenever it gets delivered, thus discounting the main argument for shifting to option #1.  The Commission should
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stand by its intent, and not leave projects brought forward with an expectation of early delivery and early funding
high and dry for up to four months.  Thus Commission staff recommends that the Commission stand by its original
premise for this third round of Conservation Lands, and program option #2.

In any case, the Resources Agency recommended less than the full amount of funding for some projects.  Using
option #2 (under option #1 the mix would be different) and the full $24 million funding level, these would be:

• Baldwin Hills (Santa Monica Mtns. Conservancy): $5,900,000 out of $7,200,000 requested
• Coal Canyon (State Dept. of Parks & Recreation): $3,000,000 out of $5,000,000 requested
• Caspar Headlands (State Coastal Conservancy): $1,500,000 out of $2,000,000 requested
• Centrage Property (City of Sacramento): $2,000,000 out of $5,775,000 requested

The Resources Agency’s recommendations bring the premise that the sponsoring agency is able to backfill the
difference.  Resources Agency has verbally assured Commission staff that the three projects sponsored by state
agencies within the Resources Agency can readily come up with other funding to cover the shortfall, mainly through
access to the new statewide park bonds from Proposition 12.  The fourth sponsor, City of Sacramento, has
indicated it will pursue closing the $3,775,000 gap in funding for the Centrage Property, either via additional
funding or a reduced purchase price, but cannot indicate how it will do that as of now.

The Commission requires all projects programmed to be fully funded, and all project applications had to show a full
funding package.  The Commission cannot have partially-unfunded projects tying up funds in the program.
However, the Commission will be making conditional programming commitments for those projects between
$12 million and $24 million on the list, pending determination of the exact amount of funding available, which
remains uncertain until September 2000.  The Commission could give a window of time until September 2000 to
line up replacement funding for those projects recommended by Resources Agency for funding at less than the
amount requested;  if the project sponsors can line up full funding by September, the Commission would then
program the projects, and if not, the Commission could program further down the priority list at that time.  Staff
recommends that the Commission do this.

The full list of projects, handed out on a pink at the March meeting, is attached for reference.  The Resources
Agency's letter showing the projects in priority order South and North is also attached.  It recommends more
projects for funding in the South than funding available;  Commission staff has drawn a line across the Resources
Agency’s list at the maximum funding level, thus cutting off the bottom two projects Resources recommended.

Attachments










